connotes significant departure from a standard or an accepted norm but also aberrance, while "unorthodox", as O'Connor has shown, "carries the ring of oddity, if not heresy"'. Alternative medicine-a term widely used in Germany-gives the twin mistaken impressions that there is a real alternative and that patients or clients really have a choice. Throughout this paper I prefer to use the term "nonconventional medicine", under which can be classed all therapeutic systems which are in contradistinction to conventional medicine, i.e., the medical system which enjoys the approval, co-operation, and protection of a country's legal system and other supporting social institutions (e.g., sick funds, government licensing bodies, research agencies). This usage also recognizes that the word "conventional" is itself relative and context dependent. In countries such as China or India, for example, "conventional" refers not only to Western biomedicine but also partly to the indigenous or local health belief systems. Despite the fact that historians have studied the history and language of "quackery",6 this term is also highly inappropriate for describing the gestation of nonconventional medicine in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as it is imbued with suggestions of depreciation and derogation.
In this paper I refer to or draw examples from a limited number of nonconventional therapies. A few are described in considerable detail (e.g., homoeopathy, naturopathy), while others are summarized very briefly, or referred to almost in passing. I have had to exemplify, as including every nonconventional practice of medicine would have made this historiographical overview an encyclopedic work of book-length.
The first part of the paper focuses on nineteenth-century attempts at a history of some of the major challengers to conventional medical practice, reflecting the wish of the adherents of those medical groups to establish corporate identities. Early examples are books by prominent homoeopathic doctors on the origins and history of homoeopathy in German lands. A look at their motives will give us a notion of the response of nonconventional medicine to a wide range of attacks by regular physicians and medical historians, who saw progress in the field of the new "scientific" medicine only. It goes without saying that both groups also shared the values and ideologies of the medical establishment.
The second part of the paper-which covers the period from the turn of the century to the end of World War I1-examines the first attempts by professional medical historians as well as amateurs (physicians and healers) to write about the rise and fall of the most popular and influential groups and movements associated with what is today called nonconventional medicine. In the first half of the twentieth century, the most prominent among the German medical historians addressing the development and role of nonconventional healing systems were Paul Diepgen and Karl-Eduard Rothschuh. Both have been deeply influenced in their historical work by social, economic, philosophical and ideological considerations. For the sake of clarity I have restricted the classification "popular" to therapies relying significantly on print and other media, and frequently having formal institutions and cufficula for patient instruction or practitioner training (e.g., homoeopathy and naturopathy).
The third part is then centred on recent medical historiography on this subject. There we find a series of studies examining the relations between nonconventional and conventional medicine in particular fields at given times. While the few representatives of nonconventional forms of healing engaged in serious historical research can claim a long tradition of self-centred and biased historiography, the rising number of medical and social historians has clear professional motives for doing the same. Professional interests of this sort have frequently crossed and blurred with more oppositional stances held by those with commitments to modem medicine or to alternative subcultures in lay health care.
The Era of Partisan and Apologetic Medical History The evolution of the historiography of nonconventional medicine is as fascinating a study as the history of nonconventional medicine itself. Until the beginning of the twentieth century, medical historiography was by and large in the hands of professors of medicine and medical practitioners.7 The same applies to the historiography of unconventional medicine, not only in Germany but also elsewhere. This partly explains why the approach was often doxographical rather than historical. Like the adherents of conventional medicine, those physicians who practised homoeopathy, hydropathy or other forms of nonconventional medicine were very well aware that medical knowledge in their particular case was almost exclusively transmitted through the opinions, experiences, and writings of the elders. From the very beginning, followers of medical "sects" (a label used quite frequently by their opponents) grew accustomed to learning about the works of their great masters and predecessors, thus elucidating their own position by agreement or by refutation.
The importance of doxography in contemporary medical books was greatly enhanced by the development of new and powerful nonconventional therapeutic systems in the first half of the nineteenth century, for example, homoeopathy and hydropathy. The fight between conventional medicine and the "sectarians" made it necessary for authors to declare their adherence or opposition to those healers. And the task of presenting the leading ideas and proponents of these competing therapeutic systems was one of the duties which nineteenth-century medical historians who were familiar with the doxographical tradition in medicine took upon themselves. Weindling (eds), Information sources in the history first provided a biographical sketch of Hahnemann, then gave an outline of the history of homoeopathy (mainly in Germany) up to his own time, and concluded with a bibliography of Hahnemann's writings. Bonninghausen justified his emphasis on the biographical and bibliographical approach by claiming that "the history of homoeopathy is part and parcel of the history of its founder, so that it is impossible to treat each one separately". 8 Gross's book, published in the same year (1834), bore the strange title Homoopathie und Leben (Homoeopathy and life).9 It followed almost the same historiographical pattern. The author, who was one of Hahnemann's most loyal followers, started with the biography of the great master and then gave a detailed account of the rise of the homoeopathic movement in Germany as well as in some European countries until the early 1830s.
According to the German philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche, one of the purposes of pragmatic history is to "monumentalize" history.10 Those nonconventional medical practitioners for whom life was a struggle and even a battle with their opponents looked in particular for great examples, for masters and heroes whose words and deeds in the past could bring comfort and strength in the present. By definition, this type of history has no inclination towards objectivity. An early example is Moritz Muller's attempt to present his view of the development of the homoeopathic movement and organizations.11 Muller (1784-1849), the first director of the homoeopathic hospital at Leipzig, was Hahnemann's most important opponent within the movement. He was, for instance, very much involved in the controversy about "true" homoeopathy. In 1837 he published a book entitled Zur Geschichte der Homoopathie (On the history of homoeopathy) which claimed that the history of the association of homoeopathic doctors was not well known outside its headquarters (Leipzig) and that it had also been distorted ("entstellt") so that he felt obliged for the sake of "correction and amendment of prevalent opinions on persons and matters"12 to publish his personal view. Muller presented, therefore, a subjective historical sketch of the development of homoeopathy up to his own time. The emphasis was on disputes in the homoeopathic camp. The aim was the clarification of Muller's own attitude and his role in this controversy. Muller's major concern was, however, his reputation as the first director of the Leipzig homoeopathic hospital. So he presented a biased account of its early struggles, its administrative and financial troubles, and its problems as a teaching hospital.'3 Thus Muller's pamphlet falls into Nietzsche's third category of pragmatic history where mankind is in need of history as a "critical" tradition. This view is necessarily unjust, as the author's judgement on history does not derive from striving for the pure source of knowledge, but, according to Nietzsche, from the "dark driving forces of life which insatiably desires itself'.14 Muller's history of homoeopathy was not, In 1847, Constantin Hering, the "Father of American Homoeopathy", published in a German-language homoeopathic periodical a short article entitled 'Erfordemisse zur gerechten Beurtheilung Hahnemann's' (Requisites for a correct evaluation of Hahnemann). In it he argued that in order to judge correctly the character of this great historical figure, it would be necessary to describe the age in which Hahnemann lived, to depict his childhood in Meissen, and his life as student, young physician and prolific translator up to 1790, the year of the discovery of the new law of healing. Then: "The foundation being thus laid, and the man presented to us in his daily life, his thoughts and his labors, his time and his contemporaries, the second and most important part would be devoted to the consideration of his new opinions, and a statement of the original and gradual development, step by step, of Homoeopathy."'9 Hering was, of course, aware that not only legends and anecdotes about Hahnemann but also a partisan view could blur the truthfulness of a biography. He therefore postulated: "It will be necessary throughout not to pass judgment, or to give a mosaic pieced together of pros and cons, which would only 15 The interesting thing is that the revised and enlarged edition of Kurt Sprengel's Versuch einer pragmatischen Geschichte der Heilkunst (An essay on a pragmatic history of the art of healing), one of the great textbooks of the history of medicine of the late eighteenth century, also contains a chapter on homoeopathy which contradicts Ameke's favourable comparison. Unlike Sprengel, the person in charge of the second edition, Burkard Eble, did not confine himself to presenting a history of medicine with much information about the lives and works of the authors mentioned. He also commented on the truth or falsity of their opinions. He claimed, for example, that homoeopathy was based upon tenets which were either false and blown up or already well known in medicine. The only positive word he had to say about this new art of healing was that it was useful for stirring up medical opinion, thus serving as kind of "ferment in a viscous leaven".29
In contrast to the history of homoeopathy, it seems that for a long time hydropathy was not a subject worth treating in mainstream medical historiography. The water cure movement was nevertheless the second nonconventional therapeutic system to flourish during the first half of the nineteenth century. It appealed to many who had grown suspicious of heroic medicine. The popular appeal of hydropathy may be gauged further from early accounts of the lives of the protagonists of the water cure, mainly Vincenz Priessnitz (1799-1851). The function of these biographies was to endorse admiration and to do historical justice to a man who had been decried as a charlatan, money-grubber and impostor. 30 The biographical accounts which were published before Priessnitz' death are part of more general (mostly favourable) descriptions of the famous water cure establishment in the Silesian town of Grafenberg founded in the late 1 820s. A The most comprehensive history of a nonconventional therapeutic system with a few references to other medical "sects", written at the end of the nineteenth century, is the book by the homoeopathic physician Wilhelm Ameke. His study exhibited significant differences from the earlier histories: the balance was shifted decisively away from the biographical account of Hahnemann's life to "the methods used in combating the new doctrine".40 The traditional outline of the life of the great master was replaced by discussion of a school of thought in which there was a more realistic appreciation of the strained relationship between regulars, derisively dubbed "allopaths" by their antagonists, and homoeopathic physicians, who were looked upon with disdain and even ridiculed by their professional brethren, for advocating and practising Hahnemann's "Art of Healing". The third part of the book was a short sketch of the condition of medicine at the German university in the 1880s. Ameke concluded his "non hostile-view" of homoeopathy with a look into the not-too-distant future: "History will then recall the remarkable circumstance that the truth in therapeutics was discovered by medical practitioners who received no State support, and that the universities which were established in order to search out truth trampled upon this truth for many years . . ..41
Ameke had little competition from fellow "sectarians" in the composition of historical surveys, although-at the more biographical level-a few works on the history of hydropathy written by German authors at the turn of the century deserve to be mentioned in this context. An outstanding example is Philo vom Walde's comprehensive historical account of the life and works of Vincenz Priessnitz published in 1898.42 For this late nineteenth-century propagandist of the water cure, Priessnitz' views were still a matter of vital concern and not only of historical interest. The same can be said in a way about Alfred Baumgarten, a spa-doctor and medical practitioner in Worishofen who compared the biographies and careers of the two luminaries of the hydropathic movement in Germany, Sebastian Kneipp and Vincenz Priessnitz. Baumgarten advocated, however, a more "scientific" history of hydropathy, because he was convinced that this special branch of therapeutics still suffered from what he called "formation of myths".43 He also complained about the abuse of copying historical works without giving the source. Perhaps the most original feature of Baumgarten's book was the substantial section he devoted to comparing Priessnitz and Kneipp. His comparative biography was also the first history of nonconventional medicine to be exhaustively documented, aiming at an objective examination of the whole truth ("Die objektive Geschichtsschreibung verlangt jedoch Wahrheit"-"Objective historical research demands truth"44).
At the turn of the century many historically-minded adherents or practitioners of nonconventional medicine became more alert to the need to relate it to other branches of history, not only medical history but also general history. The shortcomings of pragmatic history when faced with the exigencies of scientific history were felt for the first time. The only solution was to aim at "objectivity" but this was difficult as long as "history serves life and is dominated by the urge of life" to use Nietzsche's words. 43 Alfred Baumgarten, Ein Fortschritt des a pragmatic history of medicine must not necessarily lead to a distortion of factual truth. The true historian will be the critic who allows the reader to make his own judgement.
In Germany the first attempt to write a history of a branch of nonconventional medicine from an objective rather than a subjective point of view is Richard Haehl's (1873-1932) seminal study of Hahnemann's life and work published in 1922. It is still the best documented biography of the founder of homoeopathy. The author, a homoeopathic physician from Stuttgart, not only claimed in the preface that he had refrained from expressing his own opinions, he also stressed that he was "anxious to give an actual representation of Hahnemann's own development and of his therapeutic reform, and to allow the facts to speak for themselves".46 Haehl made it quite clear that his monumental "47 historical study was not "intended to be a manual of homoeopathic therapeutics". Among his readers, the more practical-minded homoeopath would get what, according to Haehl, he most probably needed, namely "reliable and clearly outlined information regarding the nature of homoeopathy as a therapeutic reform, about its origin, development and ultimate form, and in addition the intimate connection with, and accurate description of the life of Hahnemann".48 Haehl's biography, which consists of two volumes, one containing the text, the other the documents, represents therefore a landmark in the historiography of homoeopathy. During Haehl's lifetime it had no sequel in other branches of nonconventional medicine.
The first attempt at a general history of nonconventional medicine with a strong emphasis on naturopathy, which was merely a collection of biographies, was Alfred Brauchle's (1898-1964) Naturheilkunde in Lebensbildern (Biographical sketches of naturopathy) published in 1937. The author stated its novelty in the preface: "This book constitutes something completely new. Although we do not lack works on the history of medicine, there is none in which naturopathy is dealt with extensively."49 Brauchle, who was at that time senior physician at the Rudolf-Hess-Krankenhaus in Dresden, was far from advocating a "history in its own right".50 He was convinced that his book was useful to the modem student of medicine and science as well as to the general public. He hoped to exert a salutary influence upon people's conduct, and thus inspire them with a desire to take care of their own health, using simple, natural and popular means for healing and prevention. The function of the biographies of the founding fathers of quite a number of nonconventional therapeutic systems (hydropathy, naturopathy, homoeopathy, vegetarianism, medical gymnastics, mesmerism and others) was, therefore, to set an example, to invite love and admiration and, thereby, imitation. In this way, his book, which had a substantial bibliography but no footnotes, was supposed to serve as an instrument of education of the masses. Although this encyclopaedic work had obviously been compiled with scientific accuracy though not in full accordance with scholarly principles, it appealed not only to a small circle of medical historians, but also became a very popular book, now available in a fourth edition (1971 tribute to the Zeitgeist. Only from casual remarks do we learn that he was rather gratified that times had changed for nonconventional medicine, but he never explicitly referred to the open support that the Nazi regime gave to folk medicine, homoeopathy and other branches of natural healing.52 Being a historian as well as a physician, he remained sceptical about how long this favourable climate would last. Tischner also gave expression to his satisfaction about the increased interest in the history of homoeopathy. He himself had written on the history of other medical "sects" such as mesmerism53 and parapsychology54 before he wrote a comprehensive historical account of homoeopathy from its beginnings to the 1930s, including factual chapters on the spread of the homoeopathic movement in various countries.
It does not come as a surprise that a number of prominent figures in homoeopathic medicine as well as in the nature cure movement were attracted to National Socialism. Rudolf Hess, Hitler's deputy, was the most prominent and powerful advocate of the Neue Deutsche Heilkunde, a "synthesis of so far one-sided orthodox medicine with the nature cure method".55 Slogans often used by the various movements for nonconventional medicine, for example, the famous "Return to Nature", combined with the condemnation of the ills of civilization, industrialization, and modernization could easily be made use of and distorted to fit the infamous "blood and soil" ideology of the Nazis and its concomitant social Darwinism, while on the other hand nature cure's traditional cultivation of strong, healthy bodies could be perverted in support of the inhumane eugenic and racial measures implemented by Nazi doctors, who were generally rather conventional physicians and medical experts.
It is therefore not purely accidental that the history of nonconventional medicine as an academic subject for professional medical historians became effective in the 1930s when Paul Diepgen , the incumbent of the chair in medical history at the University of Berlin, gradually became interested in folk medicine.56 His main interest was the relationship between scientific medicine and folk medicine both in the past and in the present. From 1928 onwards he published a number of short articles on this subject in which he advocated the acceptance of the history of folk-medicine as a respectable and 51 Rudolf Tischner, Geschichte der Homoopathie, 56 For Diepgen's life and work, see Thomas Leipzig, Schwabe, 1939.
Jaehn, 'Der Medizinhistoriker Paul Diepgen rewarding topic which would engage the attention of both medical historians and practitioners.57 The result of his own research was a book entitled Deutsche Volksmedizin, wissenschaftliche Heilkunde und Kultur (German folk medicine, scientific medicine and culture),58 which appeared in 1935. From a very early stage in his academic career Diepgen also showed a scholarly interest in the history of homoeopathy. In 1926 he published the first book written by a professional medical historian on Hahnemann. In his introduction he praised Richard Haehl for his painstaking archival studies of Hahnemann's life and works, claiming that this seminal biography was on the whole accurate although the author did not, in his opinion, always succeed in balancing "light and shade".59 Diepgen therefore justified his attempt at a new biography by the need to do everything in one's power to achieve an "objective picture" of this controversial medical reformer. One of Diepgen's research assistants and collaborators, Bernward Joseph Gottlieb, followed in the footsteps of his teacher and published in 1943 a comparative study on the concept of vital force in the work of Georg Ernst Stahl, Samuel Hahnemann and Rudolf Virchow. In his conclusion he made his point of view quite clear: a dualism between "Schulmedizin" (academic medicine) and "Naturheilkunde" (naturopathy) never existed, "The historical shifts have always been gradual". 60 Another milestone was the appointment of the young and promising medical historian Karl-Eduard Rothschuh (1908 Rothschuh ( -1984 as chairman of the workshop on the history and theory of naturopathy under the auspices of the Wissenschaftliche Gesellschaft fur naturgemal3e Lebens-und Heilweise. The developments that led up to his appointment are recounted in a recent book on the role which the influential medical journal Hippokrates (founded in 1928) played in the establishment of the Neue Deutsche Heilkunde in the 1930s.61 The association itself was founded by a group of physicians with the official backing of the Nazi government and the upper echelons of the German Ministry of Health. One of the founders and leading activists of this highly motivated group of young physicians interested in nonconventional medicine was Ernst-Gunther Schenck (born 1904), a student in Heidelberg of the prominent German physician Ludolf von Krehl (1861-1937). Schenck was affiliated to the Hauptamt fur Volksgesundheit der NSDAP and later became chief nutrition expert of the Waffen-SS. He was convinced that historical studies would help to extend the physician's professional skills and to develop an understanding of current problems within the medical system. He co-authored a pioneering book on fasting cures which also contained a substantial chapter on the history 57 The history of nonconventional medicine as the subject of modern and interdisciplinary research did not begin in Germany until the late 1980s and early 1990s. Its origins, along with those of the social history of medicine, can be attributed mainly to transformational stirrings within the profession.74 The history of medical unorthodoxy branched out into many areas of the humanities. Scholars in a variety of fields turned, for example, towards the history of professionalization, focusing on the functioning of health care systems before the medical profession had risen to its position of ascendancy following the midnineteenth century. Others looked at the period from the mid-nineteenth century to the first two decades of the twentieth, analysing the rise of modern, scientific medicine and its battle with "quackery" in the wake of the liberalization of the medical marketplace following the 1869 Act on the Freedom of Trades, which turned medicine into a free profession. German social historians such as Cornelia Regin75 and Thomas Faltin,76 who wrote on Kurpfuscherei (quackery) in the second half of the nineteenth century and first part of the twentieth, describe how the immediate economic threat from homoeopaths, naturopaths, mesmerists and other healers was eventually stemmed by a number of legal and organizational measures taken by the developing medical establishment. These included a ban on professional contact with those healers and the strategic use of professional control over university appointments, medical education, and medical journals. "Secret remedies", which were sold in high numbers in order to deal with all kinds of illnesses, also became an interesting subject of historical study for some historians of pharmacy and for economic historians.77 This list could easily be enlarged by many examples from other disciplines (folk studies, sociology, ethnology) making use of medico-historical data and analysis. At the same time there are number of recent casestudies on unconventional medicine by non-professional medical historians, i.e., physicians and healers interested in the history of homoeopathy,78 naturopathy,79 acupuncture,80 anthroposophical medicine,81 and other such topics.
Whether the ascendancy of philological over medical training has been altogether profitable to the history of nonconventional medicine is a moot question not to be decided here. On the other hand it is certainly true that the scholarly work of professional and nonprofessional medical historians should not be underestimated. The firm assurance of medical history rests on the assumption that the history of medical doctrines (including unconventional medicine) is useful. The question of the social and political implications of these ideas, especially in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, has by now become a very acute one, and has reached the level of scholarly studies.82
As pointed out in the introduction, a problem which the history of nonconventional medicine has always faced, relates to its blurred and shifting boundaries. Interpreted in the broadest sense, it encompasses everything that has been labelled "deviant" by the medical establishment. Therefore it comes as no surprise that in Germany as well as in other countries historical investigations in this field did not begin with large projects but with small ones, studies, for example, of the history of homoeopathy since Hahnemann's time, or of the rise of the various branches of naturopathy in the second half of the nineteenth century. There is, however, still a need to redress the balance in this area of growing academic interest to medical historians and general historians by drawing together these fragmented histories of nonconventional therapeutic systems in the German context or even in a comparative perspective. In my recent textbook on the history of alternative medicine published in 1996 I argued that it is, of course, advantageous for the historian to define more specifically a limited area of study, but that one should not lose sight of these idiosyncratic nonconventional therapies as a corporate movement, looking for the common denominators as well as for the driving social and political forces behind them.83 I also pointed out that the changing positions over time of a wide range of unconventional therapies-spanning from homoeopathy, naturopathy, and herbalism to anthroposophical medicine, spiritual healing, Ayurveda and acupuncture-cannot be fully understood without reference to the social-political developments which had a major impact on both the conceptual boundaries and the various historical vogues of unconventional medicine in Germany during the last two centuries.
The history of nonconventional medicine is no longer treated as a stepchild, at least in Germany. The same can be said more or less about other western countries (e.g., the United States, Britain, France, Italy). Such study does not and perhaps never should 78 Cf., for example, Reinhard Hickmann, Das 81 Madeleine P van Deventer, Die constitute an autonomous branch of historical research because it is inseparably linked with the mother subject, namely medical history. It is, however, a young and developing branch of learning and interdisciplinary studies, partly due to the fact that at the turn of the twenty-first century nonconventional therapies have assumed an importance which they had hardly ever possessed before.
